Therefore, her stating "larger than 24" is wrong, which is perhaps easily verified; e.g., 8 = 3 + 5. The cause of this mistake is unknown. Incidentally, she treats modular arithmetic as if it is evidence of modularity of the mind. Modular arithmetic has nothing to do with it.
Also troubling is her and her colleagues' methodology [6] [7] [8] . They compared a savant (Michael) with a single control subject. Comparison with one subject is usually not informative. The control subject seemed to have used trial division, but its details should have been clearly presented. Most people, even with substantial mathematical training, do not know that division is necessary only until √N, not N/2. This is because number theory is relatively isolated from other mathematical areas and those other areas are more emphasized in higher education. In addition, their presentation of data lacks rigor. Significant digits in the data were inconsistent.
Matthysse and Greenberg [8] explained basic modular arithmetic, and discussed the Fermat test and Carmichael numbers. (For the concrete method of the Fermat test using a spreadsheet, see [3] ). Carmichael numbers are composite numbers that erroneously pass the Fermat test. They take up 561, the smallest Carmichael number, and state that 2 560 ≡ 1 mod 561, 3 560 ≡ 1 mod 561, 4 560 ≡ 1 mod 561, and so on. This is wrong. Popular mathematical books may simply state that Carmichael numbers always behave as if they were prime numbers in the Fermat test. However, more rigorous mathematical textbooks never fail to mention that Carmichael numbers mimic prime numbers unless the base is not relatively prime to that number. As 561 = 3*11*17, it is revealed to be composite using base 3 (among many others). Indeed, 3 560 ≡ 375 mod 561. As some influential researchers (e.g., Ramachandran) have proposed testing the Fermat test for arithmetical savants, this proviso is not trivial but important. Researchers could have conducted a wrong experiment! Also note that speculations by Sacks [9] concerning modular arithmetic are irrelevant (see [3] ).
These criticisms should not be interpreted as personal attacks. Their errors should simply be corrected, and their lack of accurate knowledge in a certain field does not devalue their other lines of works. However, also note that some scientists may say it is unethical to copy others' texts without understanding them.
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